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The meeting was called to order at 9:45 a.m. 


Senate agreed to Dr. O'Brien's suggestion that Agenda item IX, f), - Now 
courses in Electrical Engineering be made the last item under "Priority 
Business" (VII, k). 


Discussion resumed on item VII, a) the Undergraduate Academic 
Regulations. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that we have two further details which have to be dealt 
with. The first is contained in document US-76-6-D4A, a large part of 
which is a representation of what we have in fact already voted on. This is 
the definition of the NR situation and ephemeral student, which Is found in 
the third Paragraph on page 2 (DOC-US-76-6-D4A). 


Prof. Bordan explained that he put the paragraph in parentheses to 
emphasize that it is an off-line situation and an anomaly. He advised that he 
has also made) ... (b), and modifications in the list of examples and he has 
added examples 4 (a ), (b) , and (c). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE THIRD PARAGRAPH ON THE SECOND 
PACE (DOC-US-76-6-D4A) CONCERNING THE "NR" NOTATION, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that the statement in example 4 applies to both (a) and (b) 
and Prof. Bordan agreed to move the (a) up along side of 4, and repeat the 
statement under (b). 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 
IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. KAAG, 


THAT THE SECTION CONCERNING CHANGING "INC" AND 
"DNW" ENTRIES (PAGE 3, DOC-US-76-6-D4) BE APPROVED. 
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- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the third section of the Report from the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Undergraduate Academic Regulations (DOC-US-76-1-D6) 
concerning academic achievement should now be dealt with. He explained 
that the recommendation as written (DOC-US-76-1-D6) is not consistent 
with what has now been adopted by Senate and consequently, we haw a 
new document (US-76-6-D9) which attempts to translate the 
recommendation from AHCUAR in terms of the new grading system. 


Prof. Bordan explained the reasoning behind the conversion of Part III of 
the Report from AHCUAR (DOC-US-76-1-D6) to what is found in 
document US-76-6-D9. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MISRA, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE RECOMMENDATION 
FWM THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE 
ACADEMIC REGULATIONS CONCERNING ACADEMIC 
ACHIEVEMENT REGULATIONS (DOC-US-76-1-D6) As 
INTERPRETED INTO THE NEW GRADING SYSTEM BY 
DOCUMENT US-76-6-D9. 


Responding to a question as to when this would become effective a if 
approved, that Mr. Adams advised that the intention of the Committee was 
that once the grading system was approved, the achievement regulations 
would apply to students beginning that year and the existing regulations 
would continue to apply to currently registered students until they haw 
graduated. This means that a new distinction category will appear on the 
graduating lists three years from now and in the meantime we carry on with 
the existing categories. 


It was suggested that we reduce the Loyola distinction to two categories 
from three, thereby bringing the two existing systems somewhat closer 
prior to the implementation of the two category system. That is, that the 
third Loyola category (Cum Lauds) be dropped. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that this was sufficiently significant that it might be 
best to deal with It as a separate motion. 


Prof. Bordan advised that for those Senators who do not have the original 
ANWAR document in front of them (DOC-US-76-1-D6) there am a couple 
of points that we should realize we will be voting on. One was that the 
weighted average Would be calculated over the students complete 
programme (90 credits) and the other, concerning transfer students, that 
"complete programme" will mean &II courses taken at Concordia. 
However, a transfer student must haw taken a minimum of 60 credits at 
Concordia in order to be eligible for distinguished mention. He also pointed 
out that them was another recommendation to the effect that, if at any point 
the degrees am changed from English to Latin, the appropriate designations 
would be "Summa Cum Laude" and "Magna Cum Lauds." 


Dean Berczi advised that he would not be able to support the motion as It 
now stands and suggested that we either put in an amendment which would 
allow for an-interim step or we lessen the demand on the two categories. 
Otherwise, it will mean that for the next three years, particularly in the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration which is a two-campus operation, 
it will appear as if the operation is quite different on the two campuses. 


Prof. Bordan pointed out that the motion as it stands does not include 
anything on implementation in the formal sense and he suggested that the 
motion could be withdrawn and replaced with swathing which says that 
whatever we decide for the "distinctions" there will be two distinctions only 
and the two categories for distinction would become effective next year. The 
second part would be that the final decision on the detail will in fact take 
effect for now students only beginning in September. 


Dean Berczi advised that he would be satisfied if the "Cum Laude" category 
was dropped on the Loyola campus, for the interim period. 


It was suggested that a mixed scheme be worked out to look after students 
the moment the new grading system comes into effect and the 
implementation should be tied to the date at which the new grading system 
is introduced in the courses. 


With respect to the interim period, it was pointed out that what is being 
suggested is to pull the whole thing together as quickly as possible. The 
effect would be to maintain the Loyola system essentially intact, without the 
"Cum Laude". The other part of this would be that since there are not 
shaded letters for the Sir George Williams grades that will be used during 
the transition period, we would have to decide what the C.P.A. ought to be. 
Should it be 3-5 or 3.2 for that component of the continuing record? All 
new courses would in effect, be 3.5. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY 
PROF. BORDAN, THAT THE NEW SYSTEM (PART III - DOCUMENT 
US-76-1-D6) BE APPLICABLE FOR THE 1978 SPRING 
GRADUATION; THAT IN THE INTERIM, MR THOSE CASES WHICH 
ARE NOT CLEAR CUT, THE RECOMMENDATIONS BE BASED ON A 
TRANSITION TABLE TO BE PROPOSED BY THE REGISTRARI AND 
THAT THP "GUM LAUDE" CATEGORY BE ELIMINATED ON THE 
LOYOLA CAMPUS FOR THE 1977 SPRING GRADUATION. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the effect of the amendment would be that 
whatever new system we adopt It will be applied at the 1978 Spring 
Graduation and in the Interim, the existing systems will continue to be 
applied except that the lowest of the three categories at Loyola will be 
discontinued following the 1976 Fall Graduations. 


It was understood that the weighted transition arrangements would be 
worked out and be tabled before Senate in the Fall (1976). 
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- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


The Registrar suggested that there would be very few students graduating in 
the Spring of 1978 that the new system would apply to. It was pointed out, 
however, that, with the amendment, the new system would apply to me full 
year of study for everyone at the 1978 Spring Graduation and we have to 
develop a system of weighting to cover the previous two years of study. 


- THE MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


Dr. O'Brien advised that we have now dealt with all the issues raised by the 
Ad Hoc Committee on Undergraduate Academic Regulations. He proposed 
that the Secretary of Senate and others who are, involved, should now draw 
together a statement in Calendar form, covering the Undergraduate 
Academic Regulations and that it be examined from an editorial point of 
view. He emphasized that this was extremely important. It will require some 
weeks to complete but it should be available for September 1976. 


Concerning the Interim Report from the Honours Task Force 
(DOC-US-76-3-D4), Dr. O'Brien explained that the recommendations are 
not in terms of the grading system which has now been adopted and 
consequently, document US-76-6-D9 contains an Interpretation of the 
recommendations from the Honours Task Force into the new grading 
system. 


Dr. McDougall explained that document US-76-3-D4 represented an attempt 
to present recommendations that may be interpreted within a different 
grading system. He emphasized that these were Intended to be minimum 
requirements and that Faculties could increase these requirements if they so 
desired. 


Prof. Gray pointed out that the aim of the Honours Task Force was to 
prevent an Honours student from achieving "honours status" merely by 
attaining a borderline "B", which would now be a B- level in the new 
system. The translations into the new system (DOC-US-76-6-D9), 
particularly the percentage points, come out a little higher than the Task 
Force had wanted. He advised that he would be prepared to move the 
adoption of the report with the following specific set of numbers and letters 
which he felt would fulfill the aims of the Honours Task Force: 


A.l - 75 or "B"; A.2 - 71 or "B-"; 

A.3 - 65 or "C"; B.1 - 68 or "C+". 
IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CRAY, SECONDED BY DR. 
MCDOUGALL, THAT SENATE ACCEPT THE TRANSLATION OF 


THE HONOURS TASK FORCE (DOC-US-76-3-D4 AND US-76-6-D9) 
WITH THE MODIFICATIONS LISTED ABOVE. 


It was stated that the Honours regulations which presently exist presumably 
made some assumptions about the distribution of grades in Canadian 
Universities. While the data that is available is unfortunately not absolutely 
hard, on the face of it, it would appear that in the latter part of the 1960's, 
approximately one-third of the students entering a course were achieving an 
"A" or a"B" grade. Last year's data, which is hard data, indicates that just 
less than fifty percent of all students entering a course in the Sir George 
Williams Faculty of Arts achieved either an "A" or a '"B". Them has been a 
very marked inflation in grades in less than a decade and it would seem that 
the adjustments that are being suggested do not take account of this 
Inflation. They do not take into account the probable lowering of the 
entrance competence of students nor of other data that is available 
concerning student performance. It was argued that the Honours degree 
should be one that is available to certainly no more than one-fifth of the 
students entering the University, if the degree is to have any meaning and if 
it is to be respected and acceptable to the Graduate Schools. The time has 
come to make this degree a valued degree again. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED 
BY PROF. WALL THAT SENATE ACCEPT THE FIGURES 
CONTAINED IN THE TRANSLATION DOCUMENT (US-76-6-D9), 
INCLUDING THE BRACKETED FIGURES ON PAGE 2. 


It was argued that the amendment appears to treat the symptoms rather than 
the_ disease. If them has been an inflation of grades over the last half 
decade, we should stop this practice rather than continually raising the 
requirements. 


It was suggested that a student who maintains a clear-cut "B" average is an 
Honours student. Also, what gets a student out of an Honours programme 
is not really the grading, but rather the fact that the programme is tough. As 
long I as an Honours programme is designed as a solid piece of education 
and a student can achieve a solid "B" throughout that programme, that 
student is an Honours student. 


It was also argued that me way to ensure that the inflation will continue 
unabated is to miss the requirements. This will generate pressures on 
professors to mark even more leniently. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


It was pointed cut that these were minimum requirements and that any 
Faculty, if it so desires, can adopt higher standards. 


Concern was expressed that requiring a given standard over the three-year a 
pan of the Honours programme does not make provisions for the student 
who achieves a high degree of improvement during his studies at the 
University. 


It was argued, however, that it was not unreasonable to ask an Honours 
student to maintain a "B- level for each academic year. This gives him 
enough chance to demonstrate that he is of honours status. 


It was argued that we were making generalizations out of particular cases 
and it has been pointed out that the cause and effect relationship my not have 
been analyzed correctly. It is also true that our grasp of the relevant data is 
not what it ought to be. Them am hard facts to document the way grades am 
used but this evidence Is not before Senate, and this type of evidence is 
necessary for an Informed discussion. It was pointed out that an amendment 
was passed some four months ago "that after two years of operation, a 
statistical analysis of grades be made, course by course, and that the results 
of this a study be made available to Senate." However, the min motion was 
either defeated, tabled or put aside. It was felt that them was a ruling that the 
amendment a debate on the was Senate policy or was still on the table in 
some sense. The motion now before Senate reinforces the need to have at 
some point, available a curate knowledge of the way grades am used. 


Prof. Gray advised that to achieve what we want to achieve by these 
standards requires that instructors use the "B-" category, and he would not 
be opposed to the Idea that after one year of operation we look to see if this 
category has been used. If It is not used, this will completely destroy the 
attempts of the Honours Task Force. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the Task Force was put 
together on the grounds that we did have Honours programmes and that 
these programmes had to continue to operate In Concordia and we therefore 
needed a Concordia-wide set of regulations. The tem. of reference for the 
Task Force were to take the Honours programmes as being there and to 
come up with a set of regulations. At that earlier time when Senate debated 
the matter, there was a further instruction by Senate that the whole basis of 
Honours programmes should be examined. The approach that Steering 
Committee took to this was that until or unless Senate could get around to 
reorganizing and making the existing Honours programmes operable, it 
would not be feasible to undertake a study of the whole concept of Honours 
programmes. If the motion is passed, we should, at the beginning of the 
next academic year resuscitate the other portion of Senate's earlier decision 
and put together a different group to examine the basic question of Honours 
programmes. 


It was argued that if there are second-year courses which are open to 
Honours students only, recommendation A, 2, should be removed because 
it does not allow a student who barely misses the first year 71% or B- 
standing to redeem himself in the future because he will be barred from 
Honours courses in the second year. 


It was suggested that if such a ram case exists a student should be allowed 
into the second year course by special permission of the department. 


It was suggested that the sentence "that in the final year a student must have 
a minimum average of 75% or "B", be added to recommendation A.2. 
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Mr. Adams pointed cut that there was a difficulty in basing the average 
calculation for part-time students in eighteen-credit blocks, In that this may 
not always come out even. It was assumed that if a part-time student has 
completed twelve credits and registers for an additional twelve credits, his 
average will be calculated on the basis of the grades for the first twelve 
credits and the highest of the grades for the second twelve credits. It was 
stated that no matter what scheme is adopted, there will be problems, and 
they will simply have to be looked at in a sensible fashion. 


It was agreed that these be looked at positively for the student and not 
negatively. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. McDougall presented and explained the report on Procedures and 
Controls for Honours Programme from the Senate Honours Task Force. 
(DOC-US-76-6-D1). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. MCDOUGALL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MISRA, THAT THE REPORT ON PROCEDURES AND CONTROLS 
FOR HONOURS PROGRAMMES (DOC-US-76-6-D1) BE ACCKPTED. 


Prof. Gray explained that the aim of the Task Force was to deal with 
problems of control stemming from last year's controversy over where the 
primary locus for the control of the Honours programmes should met. 
Them were a number of concerns expressed at Senate and in various 
Faculty Councils that the primary responsibility should not be in the hands 
of one overall University Honours Committee. Another position was that 
this responsibility should be at the Department level, while others expressed 
the opinion that this should be at the Faculty level. The attempt here is to 
reconcile some of these different positions by presenting a double level 
control. It was thought that the primary responsibility should be at the 
Department level and that them was some need of vetting at a higher level 
but not a University-wide level. It was felt that the second level was a very 
serious area that should allow for a strong vetting procedure. Hence, the 
recommendation that this be done by a committee at the level of Dean. 


It was pointed out that the recommendations would have appeals made by 
students who disagreed with the Departmental Committee, the Faculty 
Honours Committee, and the Faculty Council, come to Senate. Senate 
might become Involved with appeals and it was felt that if this happened it 
would be better to he" the University Honours Committee handle the case 
so that Senate can receive it in an organized way. The procedures will allow 
for a University-wide appeal mechanism. It will not stop just at the Council. 


It was pointed out that the Faculty of Fine Arts does not, at present, have 
Departments, so that the recommendations for the structures would not 
apply. The Faculty may not have Departments which have Honours 
programmes for the next while and it would therefore seem unwise to have 
two levels of committees to deal with the vetting of Honours programmes as 


well as the administration and supervision of the students In these 
programmes. Also, them is no Assistant Dean for students. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY 
MR. BUSHE THAT, WHEREAS THE ORGANIZATIONAL 
STRUCTURE OF THE FINE ARTS FACULTY IS NOT COVERED BY 
DOCUMENT US-76-6-D1, THE FINE ARTS FACULTY, THROUGH 
ITS COUNCIL, SUBMIT AN APPROPRIATE RECOMMENDATION 
WHICH MEETS THE SPIRIT OF THE PROCEDURES AND 
CONTROLS MR HONOURS PROGRAMMES. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED 
BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, THAT THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
FACULTY HONOURS COMMITTEE (DOC-US-76-6-D1) BE 
CHANGED TO READ "THE DEAN, OR AN ASSISTANT OR 
ASSOCIATE DEAN DESIGNATED BY HIM." 


It was pointed out that it was the intention of the Task Force to place this 
appointment specifically in the Dean's Office and also to make it clear that 
this is a strong committee and it should be either a bona fide Assistant or 
Associate Dean or the Dean himself rather than a representative who does 
not have that administrative rank. 


It was suggested that the composition of the Committee be left up to each 
Faculty. 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. BUSHE, SECONDED 
BY MR. CHAMBERS THAT TIM COMPOSITION OF THE FACULTY 
HONOURS COMMITTEE BE LEFT UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL 
FACULTY COUNCILS. 


- THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED - 


Debate continued on Dean Campbell's amendment, it being suggested that It 
should be the Dean "or his representative." It was pointed out that the 
amendment would include the first sentence in the last paragraph in section 
B.1. (DOC-US-76-6-D1) which, If passed, would read "The Dean or the 
designated Assistant or Associate Dean, will act as Chairman." 


- THE AMENDMENT, INCLUDING THE CHANGE IN THE 
WORDING OF THE LAST PARAGRAPH, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Mr. Adams pointed out that one of the problems that his office has had in 
dealing with the Sir George Williams Honours Committee had to do with 
the interchange of records end this problem will continue to exist given the 
suggested composition of the Faculty Honours Committee because the’. 
will 11 be no liaison between the Committee and the Registrar's Office. 
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AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHULMAN, SECONDED 
BY FR. GRAHAM, THAT THE REGISTRAR OR HIS DELEGATE BE 
ADDED TO EACH OF THE FACULTY HONOURS COMMITTEES AS 
A NON-VOTING MEMBER. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MATHEWSON, SECONDED 
BY MR. BUSHE, THAT THERE BE TWO HONOURS STUDENTS ON 
EACH FACULTY HONOURS COMMITTEE. 


It was suggested that there should not be any students on the Faculty 
Honours Committees, the feeling being expressed that it was not 
appropriate for students to be in a position to judge grades of other students. 


It was argued that according to sections 2. (a), (c), and (d) of the functions 
of these Committees, they will be dealing with student appeals which 
demonstrates a need for having students on such Committees. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


It was agreed to postpone discussion item VI, c) until Dean Berczi, who 
had to leave for another meeting, returns. 


In presenting the report from U.C.C.C. on the Course Numbering System 
(DOC-US-76-4-D5), Prof. Whitelaw explained that this was essentially a 
technical document but that there were two or three matters that involve 
some change in current practise and it seemed appropriate to have the 
proposed system approved by Senate. 


He advised that under section 4 on page 4 (DOC-US-76-4-D5), the 
'Graduate" category should be changed to "Masters and Doctorate." 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE COURSE NUMBERING SYSTEM 
(DOC-US-76-4-D5), AS CHANGED, BE APPROVED. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the Procedures for the Appraisal of Certificate 
Programme(DOC-US-76-4-D6) was a piece of unfinished business from a 
previous Senate meeting when the last lot of curriculum changes were 
submitted for approval. The essential part of the policy is that a Certificate 
Programme will only be continued as long as it is needed by the 
community, and remains economically viable and academically respectable. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE PROCEDURES FOR THE APPRAISAL OF 
CERTIFICATE PROGRAMMES (DOC-US-76-4-D6) BE APPROVED. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


It was agreed that Item VII, f) Appointments to the Board of Governors be 
postponed until the afternoon session. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that item VII, g), concerning the Board of Governors' 
Commission on Rights and Responsibilities involves two documents, 
US-76-3-D7 and US-76-3-D6. 


He presented and explained document US-76-3-D7 on behalf of the 
Steering Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DOYLE, SECONDED BY MS. TURINI, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
CONCERNING THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS' COMMISSION ON 
RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES (DOC-US-76-3-D7) BE 
APPROVED. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the Secretary of Senate will inform the Secretary 
of the Board of Governors as soon as possible of the resolution so that it 
can be placed on the agenda for the June 1976 meeting of the Board. 
Assuming that the Board approves this, we would be in a position to seek 
nominations which will then be brought to Senate at the September 1976 
meeting. 


Concerning the Task Force on Commerce and Administration, Prof. 
Whitelaw reported verbally that the Task Force was created some months 
ago because of concerns expressed at what appeared to be duplication in 
certain areas, particularly, between courses in Economics, Management, 
and Finance. The Task Force has been working on individual problems as 
they came along and a number of small groups involving the Departments 
concerned have been working out solutions. 


These are proceeding extremely well and we should have an answer to most 
of the problems hopefully before everyone disappears for the summer. A 
report should be available for the first Senate meeting in the Fall. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the Master in Engineering - Building Engineering 
programme was approved in principle some time ago, was subsequently 
approved by the Provincial authorities, and we am now at. the point of 
approval in detail (DOC-US-76-6-D10). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
DESPLAND, THAT THE REPORT FROM THE BOARD OF 
GRADUATE STUDIES CONCERNING THE MASTER IN 


ENGINEERING - BUILDING ENGINEERING (DOC-US-76-6-D10), 
BE APPROVED. 


With respect to a question concerning library resources, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that last year a massive increase was made to the Library 
Acquisitions Budget and the complete set of money recommended by the 
Library Committee was approved. This becomes a question of the allocation 
of the Library Budget. 


It was stated that the list of courses all seemed to be related to Building 
Engineering except Bldg. Engr. N-653 and N-654 which are of a general 
nature, and it was wondered whether courses already exist in the University 
which cover these topics. 


It was pointed out that courses on these topics exist but it me felt that new 
courses had to be structured in order to meet the needs of those particular 
students both from a point of view of time and of subject area. Dean 
Callaghan advised that he was prepared to look Into this. 


Responding to a question concerning resources for this programme, Prof. 
Bordan explained that the Government ban provided a substantial amount of 
money to fund the programs and while he could not recall the precise detail, 
it is part of the University grant and is separated cut for this purpose so that 
if we don't run the programme we will not receive that money. With respect 
to the Library resources, he emphasized that the Library budget was 
increased by a very large amount in the last year, the purpose of which was 
to bring the Library standards up across the board, without being earmarked 
for specific things. Engineering will sham in the large Increase of the 
Library budget. 


Concern was expressed that we do not get ourselves into a position where 
we introduce new programmes and have to call upon resources that are 
already hard pressed and shared by other Departments and Faculties, in 
order to properly fund the new Programme. Assurance was sought that 
there is adequate outside funding for the Building Engineering programme, 
which will not involve the use of already existing, already divided and 
shared Library resources for this given year. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if the Grant from Quebec includes Library money 
for this purpose and the Library Budget as a whole has been substantially 
increased with the Faculty of Engineering getting its share according to 
whatever the formulae my be, it then becomes a responsibility of the Faculty 
of Engineering to assess its priorities and he would expect that the specific 
sum for Library acquisitions would be worked out accordingly. He pointed 
out that the Faculty of Engineering has been planning for this programme 
for some years and he presumed that the way In which they have elected to 
use their last year's increase In Library Budget has some bearing on the 
preparation for this programme. 


With respect to the Thermodynamics course, it was pointed out that the 
S.G.W. Physics Department presently offers a course in this area and it was 
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felt that before any now course in this area is created, them should be full 
consultation with the Physics Department to ensure that there is no 
duplication of already existing courses. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that Prof. Bordan look into the question of possible 
duplication of courses. It my be that an appropriate course exists in the 
Physics Department and also that them may be resources in the Physics 
Department that can be used to teach an appropriate course of this kind if it 
does not already exist. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
The meeting adjourned at 12:45 p.m. and resumed at 2:10 p.m. 


Concerning agenda Item VII, c) on supplemental examinations, Dr. O'Brien 
explained the recommendations from the Steering Committee contained in 
document US-76-6-D2. He pointed cut that the purpose of this was to 
postpone the drawing up of the rules for supplemental examinations until 
next year. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN DESPIAND, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE PRINCIPIR IN ITEMS 1 AND 2 
(DOC-US-76-6-D2) FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that It is assumed that those units within the University 
that do not have supplementals will continue with the status quo. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that it was the intention of the Steering Committee to 
have something operational for next year, recognizing that it was not 
possible to have a serious debate on supplementals this year but that there is 
a proposal from the Faculty of Commerce and Administration that should be 
dealt with this year. 


Dean Breen advised that he was prepared to support the motion provided. 
that it was clearly understood that we would have a debate on the principle 
of supplemental examinations next year. The Secretary was asked to record 
in the minutes that this was clearly the intent. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that if the motion is passed, a further resolution be 
adopted to the effect that those areas that do not now provide supplementals 
my continue to do so without presenting a resolution to Senate. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN GALIAGHAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BREEN THAT THOSE UNITS WHICH DO NOT HAVE 
SUPPLEMENTALS AT THIS TIME NEED NOT PRESENT A 
RESOLUTION TO'SENATE BUT MAY CONTINUE UNDER THE 
PRESENT PRACTICE. 
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- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the effect of the two resolutions just passed is to 
change nothing and that the status quo continues unless some subsequent 
action is taken. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERCZI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT SUPPLEMENTAL EXAMINATIONS WILL NOT BE 
OFFERED WITHIN THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION ON EITHER CAMPUS FOR COURSES 
COMMENCING AFTER SEPTEMBER 1, 1976 (DOC-US-76-6-D3). 


Dean Berczi explained that the basic reasons for the resolution were, that 
two-thirds of the offerings within the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration am core compulsories which have to be taken in certain 
sequence, and the present system of supplementals caused more ham to the 
students; that most of the other Commerce Schools in Canada have done 
away with supplementals; and finally, a study which was conducted in the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration revealed that only 20% of the 
students applied for supplementals, of which only 10% passed these 
examinations. 


It was now a question of having one common practice within the common 
Faculty. 


It was argued that given the fact that a large number of professors in 
Commerce require a minimum grade of 40% in the final examinations, by 
abolishing supplemental examinations a lot of Commerce students will be 
adversely affected. Concern was also expressed over the timing of 
supplementals which am now held in March. 


Mr. Adams advised that the normal supplemental period was in late July and 
that the March supplemental period was only for graduating students for 
first term courses. 


It was suggested that the real problem was not with supplementals per as, 
but rather with the examination time table and the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration should look into this In order to offer mom protection to the 
students. 


It was also suggested that if the motion is passed, less emphasis should be 
placed on the final examinations in Commerce and Administration. It was 
pointed out that the motion only applies to courses within the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty and not to courses from other Faculties which 
Commerce students my be taking. 


It was also pointed out that the motion applies to courses commencing 
September 1, 1976, and that supplementals, for courses offered during the 
1976 summer session will be held next December as Usual. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
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Mr. Chambers and Mr. Mathewson asked that their votes against the motion 
be recorded. Mr. Bushe asked that his abstention be recorded. 


With respect to appointments to the Board of Governors, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that this was raised and discussed briefly at the last meeting of 
Senate. At that time, it was pointed cut that the appointments this year am of 
greater than normal significance because there are four faculty members on 
the Board of Governors whose term shortly and this happens to mark the of 
the expiry of those terms which began specifically with the commencement 
of Concordia. 


Each Faculty Council was asked to submit three nominations and these haw 
been collated by the Secretary in document US-76-6-D15 which is drawn 
up In the form of a ballot. The biographical information is contained in a 
variety of sheets as submitted to the Secretary by various Faculties. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he has prepared a document (US-76-6-D 13) in an 
attempt to provide some information to Senators on what the situation was 
and what the anticipations were at the point at which Concordia was 
established. 


Concerning the distribution of faculty representation on the Board, the 
feeling was expressed that the issue of the future of Science within 
Concordia is in effect really not going to be decided by the Board of 
Governors. The real debate on that issue will take place in Senate because 
the Board in general can be scarcely led to look at an academic matter, let 
alone decide on it. In point of fact, we would not want the Board to make a 
decision on a matter which is Senate's business. The Issue is therefore 
irrelevant to the distribution of is Senate's faculty representation on the 
Board of Governors. 


It was suggested that Senate elect two of the three nominees from the 
Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science and two nominees from the three 
Faculties who are, not currently represented on the Board of Governors, for 
a one-year term; and that next year if it is felt to be as important an issue as it 
is at present, Senate can back to the question of three representatives from 
each campus in selecting representatives for the four positions which will 
then be vacant. It was also suggested that Senate might ask the Board to 
decrease the "outside members" by two and increase the faculty members by 
two, which will allow for more chance for a broader representation. 
Alternatively, that two of the "outside members" could be appointed from 
among retired faculty members. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the view that Senate should not be misled into 
thinking that there is an easy way around specific problems by changing the 
components of the membership of the Board of Governors. 


Concerning item number 3 in document US-76-6-D13, it was argued that 
since neither Faculty Councils nor Senate are to get involved in personnel 
pollicies in order to develop, not a Loyola nor a Sir George Williams 


personnel policy, but a new Concordia one, it is extremely important that 
the faculty representatives on the Board of Governors have as equal a voice 
as possible to hammer cut something new, when that debate takes place. 


In response to a question concerning the staggering of terms, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that this could be done if Senate were to so recommend. 


Support was voiced for the suggestion in item number 4 
(DOC-US-76-6-D 13) but it was emphasized that faculty members on the 
Board am them to represent Faculty with regards for concerns of the 
Faculty, including matters of personnel policy contractual arrangements, 
etc. Ideally, the kind of people we would like to have on the Board of 
Governors, are people who are very articulate, and who have a real 
understanding of the people, the limitations of the different personnel 
policies, and the needs of the University Insofar as the Faculty is 
concerned. This should be the only criteria for selecting faculty 
representatives so that we will be able to put the best people on the Board of 
Governors who will speak for the Faculty vis-a-vis Administration, 
Students and Outside Bodies on faculty issues. Because a person might 
have an understanding of a particular Issue which may be coming up before 
the Board of Governors Is not a justification for putting that person on the 
Board. The person must have an understanding of the responsibility of the 
constituency. 


Dr. O'Brien proposed that Senate vote for one name on the ballot and &last 
the first member; we then vote for the second member, and so on until four 
members have been elected. Senators will thereby have a greater control 
over what the ultimate membership turns out to be. 

Senate agreed to this proposal. 


THE RESULTS OF THE BALLOTING WERE AS FOLLOWS; 


First Ballot; 


- Prof. S. McEvenue (Loyola Arts and Science) - elected 


Second Ballot - First Round; 


- no clear majority - 


Second Ballot - Second Round; 


- Prof. S. Kubina (Faculty of Engineering) - elected 


Third Ballot - First Round; 
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- no clear majority - 


Third Ballot - Second Round; 


- Prof. R. Wall (S.G.W. Art.) - elected 


Fourth Ballot; 


- Prof. M.S. Dubas (Loyola Arts and Science) - elected 


Mr. Princz, in presenting the proposed Concordia University Libraries Loan 
Policy (DOC-US-76-6-D5), pointed out that one of the major difficulties 
which was encountered last year with the implementation of the Loans 
Policy was that the shelves became empty during the year because the 
collection was not large enough to support the recommended recall system, 
He explained that the aims of this Policy were to ensure that a sufficient 
number of books would remain on the shelves and that this could be the 
only basis for implementing a policy by which we could avoid costly 
duplication of materials on the two campuses. 


Prof. F. Drysdale, Chairman of the Senate Library Committee, advised that 
the Libraries Loans Policy (DOC-US-76-6-D5) was virtually unanimously 
supported by the Committee. 


Serious concern was expressed over the recommendation to extend the 
Library facilities for faculty members only for one semester, it being argued 
that them are Library resources that a scholar must call upon constantly and 
to automatically demand the return of such material at the end of a semester 
represents a form of harassment of a scholar. Concern was also expressed 
over the recommendation to limit the use of books for doctoral and masters 
students to one month. 


Objection was voiced for allowing faculty members to remove research 
journals from the Library for even ten minutes. 


t was argued that the loan period for faculty members, administrators, and 
staff, should be limited to one month. 


The feeling was expressed that the document reconciles a lot of different 
interests and it is obvious that some people will be losing on one end but 
gaining on the other, and it is a balanced and excellent document. 


It was also argued that the Loans Policy should be the same for both 
students and faculty. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that a number of objections to the document have 
been voiced, which are objections to recommendations scattered throughout 
the document, and he wondered if there was an advantage of proceeding 


quickly to pass this document, or a variation of it at this time. He explained 
that we do not presently have a common Library Loans Policy on both 
campuses of the University, a problem which would be resolved by 
approving this document (US-76-6-D5). He explained also that the proposal 
reverses the decision taken a year ago concerning the Sir George Williams 
campus Library Loans Policy. 


Mr. Princz advised that the policy that was tried out a year ago on the 
S.G.W. campus has proven not to be workable and has created major 
difficulties. 


The feeling was expressed that the thrust of the requirement that faculty 
return books each semester surely was not to get the book back on the shelf, 
but rather, to find out if the book is still around and to obtain an 
acknowledgement from the faculty member that Indeed he still has the book. 
This could be achieved by a check in, not of the book, but of the faculty 
member, at the and of each semester. A list generated by the Library and the 
signature of the faculty member would accomplish this. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. MISRA, 
THAT THE CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES LOAN POLICY 
(DOC-US-76-6-D5) BE APPROVED. 


It was suggested that the document (US-76-6-D5) be approved in principle 
with the idea that It will be brought back to Senate in the Fall for possible 
amendments. This would give the Library clearance to operate in this 
fashion in the Interim with the idea that there would be a debate on the 
details later. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there seemed to be two choices. One was to 
approve the document in principle and accept the disadvantages that go with 
that. The other was to proceed in a reasonably detailed sense and take what 
comes forward. 


Again, it was suggested that the proposal be accepted in principle with the 
stipulation that as soon as possible the details be worked out. This would 
Imply that the details would be debated at a special meeting of Senate in 
September.’ 


Prof. Drysdale advised that this was the logical time of year to formulate 
and establish a new policy which needs to be in place at least by the first of 
September when users are beginning to pour back into the Library. October, 
November or December would be a very awkward time to have to introduce 
changes. Adopting the policy in some fashion now, gives the necessary lead 
time to prepare the published documents on rules and regulations relating to 
loans. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that; the motion be changed to approval of the policy 
in principle for implementation next September, the details to be subject to 
amendment following discussions by Senate in the Fall. 
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The mover and seconder agreed that the motion be changed as follows: 


"THAT THE CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES LOANS POLICY 
(DOC-US-76-6-D5) BE APPROVED IN PRINCIPLE FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION IN SEPTEMBER 1976, THE DETAILS TO BE 
SUBJECT TO AMENDMENT FOLLOWING DISCUSSION BY 
SENATE IN THE FALL." 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
Prof. Cohen asked that his opposing vote be recorded. 


Concerning the new courses In Electrical Engineering 
(DOC-US-76-6-D 12), Dean Callaghan explained that this was a document 
put together by the Engineering Faculty Council which was tabled for 
information at the Board of Graduate Studies. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, SECONDED BY REV A 
GRAHAM THAT THE NEW COURSES IN ELECTRICAL 
ENGINEERING (DOC-US-76-6-D12) BE TABLED MR INFORMATION. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien advised that. document US-76-6-D 14 explains the action which 
Senate is asked to take with respect to appointments to the Advisory 
Committee on Part-time Student Affairs (S.G.W. campus). Document 
US-76-6-D6 contains the nominations to this Committee from the Steering 
Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BORDAN, SECONDED BY REV. A. 
GRAHAM, THAT PROF. R. WILLS, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, AND PROF. D. OANCIA, S.G.W. FACULTY OF 
ARTS (DOC-US-76-6-D6), BE APPOINTED TO THE ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON PART-TIME STUDENT AFFAIRS (S.G.W. 
CAMPUS) 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the nominations to the Search Committee - Dean, 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, were contained in document 
US-76-6-D16, the second page of which outlines the format of the Search 
Committee. 


It was pointed out that Prof. T. Sankar was a member of the Search 
Committee for Dean of Graduate Studies (1975-76) rather than the Search 
Committee for Dean of the Faculty of Engineering as listed In document 
US-76-6-D 16. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR T. SANKAR, 
FACULTY OF ENGINEERING, AND ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR A. G. 
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IALLIER, LOYOLA FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, BE 
APPOINTED TO THE SEARCH COMMITTEE - DEAN, FACULTY OF 
COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION (DOC-US-76-6-D 16). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Concerning the faculty appointments to the Senate Committees listed under 
items VIII, 0), d), e), and f) on the agenda, Dr. O'Brien advised that these 
were contained In document US-76-6-D19. He noted that the Honours Task 
Force (DOC-US-76-6-D 19) by virtue of decisions taken earlier today, has 
now completed its work and it was agreed to delete the nominations to that 
Task Force. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THIC APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEES 
AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-76-6-D19, EXCLUDING THE 
APPOINTMENTS TO THE HONOURS TASK FORCE, BE APPROVED. 


Responding to a question concerning the appointments to the S.G.W. 
Honours Committee, Dr. O'Brien explained that it may well be that we have 
a transition period until the new regulations which were passed today are 
made effective. He was inclined to retain the Committee for the time being 
until we can clarify where the limits of the Committee's mandate are. 
However, it is quite clear that the Sir George Williams Honours Committee 
has a very limited life now that we have another set of Honours regulations. 


Dean Callaghan advised that Prof. M.P. du Plessis, Faculty of Engineering, 
has been nominated to the Senate Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, to expire in 1979. 


IT WAS AGREED THAT PROF. M.P. DUPLESSIS, FACULTY OF 
ENGINEERING, BE ADDED TO THE LIST OF APPOINTEES FOR 
THE SENATE PRIORITIES AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
COMMITTEE (DOC-US-76-6-D19). 


- THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that arrangements could be made on an ad 
hoc basis, whereby nominations to various Senate Committees which have 
been approved by Faculty Councils, but which have not been formally 
approved by Senate, could participate in Committee meetings held during 
the summer months. 


He also advised that if the Committee on Day/Evening Distinction schedules 
a meeting in September, prior to the first Senate meeting, arrangements 
could be made to have student appointees attend that meeting, provided the 
names were submitted to the Secretary of Senate. 


With respect to agenda item IX X, c), - Composition and mandate of the 
Computer Science Committee (DOC-US-76-6-D17), Dr. O'Brien explained 


76-7-25 


that the answers to a number of issues raised hem, are essentially that the 
status quo continues inevitably, that is, it does not require any Senate 
action. He advised that the mandate of the Committee is laid down in the 
attached document under the heading "Powers of the Computer Science 
Committee" as established by. the Board of Governors. The membership of 
the Committee is also contained in an attached document. 


Concerning the terms of the members of the Computer Science Committee, 
Dr. O'Brien explained that the interpretation which has been used hem is 
that the representatives of the various Faculties serve for whatever mandate 
the Faculty appoint. and gives them. This could be for one year or forever, 
whatever the Faculty decides on. The mandate of the students has tended to 
be determined by the turnover of student representatives who graduate at a 
certain point and am, then replaced. 


He suggested that what is fundamentally more Important is that the matter of 
Computer Science is one where a report is expected which must come in the 
next academic year and be dealt with and that the mandate and other matters 
around this Committee will be influenced and can be more conveniently 
changed, if changed they should be, at that point. 


However, one point has been raised where action could be taken by Senate 
if it sees fit. This is contained in the second sentence of item .1, document 
US-76-6-D17, where it is suggested that the present composition be altered 
to include a representative of the Library and one further student 
representative. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT SKRATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT THE PRESENT COMPOSITION OF THE 
COMPUTER SCIENCE COMMITTEE BE ALTERED TO INCLUDE A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE LIBRARY AND ONE FURTHER 
STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE (DOC-US-76-6-D17). 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Senate was advised that the Task Force on Computer Science has essentially 
completed its report which is expected to be forwarded to Senate in 
September. 


Concerning the recommendation on scheduling information 
(DOC-US-76-6-D8), Dr. O'Brien explained that this was essentially a 
matter of information. 


He advised that the memorandum dated October 20, 1976 
(DOC-US-76-6-D8), was referred for information to the Registrar and the 
Committee of Deans and the written comments which provide statements on 
the policy which is being followed, are attached. 


Senate agreed to receive the document (US-76-6-D8) as a report. 
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Dr. O'Brien explained that Senate could proceed to discuss the remaining 
items under "New Business" if it so wished. Otherwise, they will be dealt 
with subsequently. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CAMPBELL, THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


